REMARKS 


1 . The Examiner has rejected: 

a. Claims 1 and 9 for lacl<ing sufficient antecedent basis for the limitation 
"the trigger circuit". 

b. Claims 1 - 3, 6 and 7 under 35 US.C. 1 02(e). 

c. Claims 4 and 5 under 35 US.C. 103(a). 

d. Claim 8 - 10, 12 - 15 and 17 - 19 under 35 US.C. 103(a). 

e. Claims 11 and 16 under 35 US.C. 103(a). 

2. The Examiner has rejected Claims 9-19 under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness type double patenting. 

In making the above rejections, Applicant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has failed to consider the Preliminary Amendment filed with the present 
application on April 7, 2004. In a telephone conference on Feb. 18, 2005, the 
Examiner acknowledged the Preliminary Amendment filed with the present 
application on April 7, 2004. 

Applicant submits that the above rejections should be withdrawn in light of 
such oversight and that Claims 1-3, 9-14, and 16-19 be allowed. 

Applicant believes the application is In condition for allowance and 
respectfully requests the same. If the Examiner Is of a differing opinion he/she Is 
hereby requested to conduct a telephonic interview with the undersigned attorney. 

Respectfully submitted. 


HOLLAND & MIDGLEY. LLP 


DATED: February 23, 2005 


Bv: ^\ 
Joseph VyJHolland 
Reg. No/28,919 
(208) 336-1234 
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